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here is neither real nor unreal. But it affects us like a real because
the reality oi the rope shines through the snake. That is, the
That which is the existential aspect of the rope is now identified
with the snake, and for that reason the snake appears as existent
and we are terrified. Here we neither take the rope for the snake
nor a non-pragmatic or non-empirical snake for a pragmatic or
empirical one, but identify the snake, which is neither real nor
unreal, with the That, which is the existence of the rope. In the
same act of cognition, except in the case of substance and attri-
bute, no two realities can be identified. If the snake were real,
that is, if the reality of the snake were different from that of the
rope, the illusory judgment of the rope, 'That is a snake/' could
never have occurred. If, on the other hand, the snake were unreal,
it could not have been experienced, and could not have been
identified with the That.
It may perhaps be said that it is not, the snake having non-
empirical reality that is taken for the snake having empirical
reality, but that the non-empirical reality of the former is taken
for the empirical reality of the latter. But this distinction intro-
duces much complexity and confusion. We must have here,
according to this solution, two Thats and two Whats. But our
experience does not reveal so much complexity. And it is absurd
to think that we can ever mistake one That for another That. So
far as our discursive knowledge is concerned, a That by itself is
an abstraction; and it is inconceivable that we ever mistake one
That for another That. If it is taken along with the What, then
we must have taken one determinate thing for another deter-
minate thing. In the present case, we must have mistaken the
non-empiricaHy real snake for an empirically real one. But where
is the latter to be found? Is it a snake that was once seen and
remembered? But there is no factor of remembrance in the
judgment, "ThaHs a snake/'
We may note a point here. A mistaken recognition too may be
treated as an illusion. One may mistake a person A for another
person B and make the judgment, 'That is the same as A." Here
too there is illusion. And it may be asked: How can two realities
A and B be taken as identical by the same act of cognition? A
and B are both realities. They are not merely related, but related
as the same. True, in a mistaken recognition there are two realities.
But here the aspect of recognition is clear and definite. And
recognition always refers to a past reality. But in the illusion of
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